I. Introduction
Following a six-month armed confrontation between the Albanian paramilitary force Albanian community. The present article seeks to critically evaluate this agreement, assessing, in particular, the prospects for promoting peace and ethnically inclusive plural democracy in Macedonia which it seeks to attain. It will be argued that there are several deficiencies in the Framework Agreement, along with unfavourable security conditions in the region arising from organized crime and the unresolved status of Kosovo, which combine to pose a serious challenge to peace and stability in Macedonia. These deficiencies relate primarily to problems of implementation and inclusion.
First, there are problems associated with the practical implementation of the Framework Agreement. To begin with, the lack of 'ownership' of the Agreement, that is, the widespread perception amongst ethnic Macedonians that was imposed on them by 'pro-Albanian' Western powers, negatively affects the willingness of the Macedonian factions in the parliament to ratify the Agreement without first making amendments to it. Because implementation of the Agreement requires a series of constitutional and legislative measures, its success or failure, lies to a considerable degree in the hands of the Macedonian parliament. Furthermore, the NLA, despite being largely responsible for the fighting last year, was excluded from the peace talks.
This omission is significant in so far as it not only undermines the relevance of the Agreement but also makes its success dependent on the willingness of the NLA, and its various offshoots, to refrain from further armed activities.
Second, an important question to be addressed is what kind of Macedonian state the
Framework Agreement is designed to promote. This article suggests that while the power-sharing provisions laid out in the Agreement are meant to redress the asymmetrical power-relations between Macedonians and Albanians, little consideration is given to the interests of other ethnic communities in Macedonia.
Thus, the implementation of the Agreement will effectively signify a move towards the creation of a de facto bi-national state in which Macedonians and Albanians constitute the country's two ethno-political elites, whilst other ethnic communities are largely relegated to the fringes of political life.
To conclude, the article considers the possible impact on the fragile Macedonian state structure of the provisions for power-sharing and political decentralization set out in the Framework Agreement, and argues that the implementation of these may in fact have the opposite effect to that intended, thus further undermining state capacity and authority, making the prospects for sustainable peace in Macedonia very precarious.
II. Ethnic Relations in the New Macedonian State
Macedonia declared independence from Yugoslavia in 1991 in a national referendum that was largely boycotted by the Albanian population. Instead the Albanians staged their own vote in which an overwhelming majority favoured territorial autonomy within Macedonia. Whilst in principle favouring an independent Macedonian state, Albanians objected to the question put forth in the referendum, which sought
Macedonian independence but with the option of re-joining some federal arrangement The Albanian mafia thus provided the "logistical advantage" to the national liberation movements of Macedonia and Kosovo, and it was the attainment of weapons that ultimately compelled Albanian groups to resort to force. (Hislope 2001: 32,39) . Mafia activity, as illustrated by the Italian case, can only work effectively in a climate of state-sanctioned corruption, and a weak, or even failing, a state such as Macedonia thus offers an optimal environment for an illicit economy.
IV. The Fundamentals of the Framework Agreement
The parties to the Framework Agreement, which convened in the Macedonian town of In sum, and as will be elaborated in the following section, rather than providing a comprehensive, inclusive framework for a non-discriminatory political structure, the Agreement seems designed mainly to redress Albanian complaints in order to avert further armed confrontation.
V. The Framework Agreement: A Problematic Blueprint for Macedonia
A distinction, however, needs to be drawn between the conflict between the Macedonian and Albanian communities that has been latent since 1991 and the armed confrontation that occurred last year. Most Macedonians and a growing number of international analysts maintain that last year's mini-war had little to do with instituting rights for the Albanians. According to this v iew, the Framework Agreement fails to take into account the more immediate reasons behind the war, such as previously mentioned, organized crime and the question of Kosovo. Yet it would be misleading to deny that throughout the 1990s the conflict between Macedonians and Albanians did, at least in part, concern the question of rights. Thus, the Agreement does address some of the issues that divided the two communities during Macedonia's first decade of independence. As such, the Agreement represents an amendment to the legal structures of the Macedonian political system, aimed at creating more symmetrical power relations between the Macedonian and Albanian communities. Nonetheless, many Macedonians, as well as their politicians, harbour a deep dislike for the Framework Agreement, which they consider to be imposed on them by the international community in response to Albanian 'terrorism'. According to Aleksandar Damovski, editor of the Macedonian daily Dnevnik, the provisions set forth in the Agreement were legitimate, but not the means used to achieve them:
I find the constitutional changes that improve the civic character of our state necessary, and that they would have come into being even without the military pressure of the Albanians. The main problem is that it all happened as a result of the aggression by the Albanian terrorists in Macedonia, and therefore the agreement signed in Ohrid looks like the result of those terrorist activities. On the one hand, the events resulted in the Macedonian majority population's increased sensitivity to the Albanian issue, leading to overreactions, growing mistrust and fear of movements towards secession. On the other hand, the ideas of bilateral dialogue or bi-nationalism provoked reactions on the side of the other minorities in Macedonia -the ethnic Turks, the Roma, the ethnic Serbians and last but not least -the Vlachs. 
VI. Power-Sharing and Political Decentralization: A Road to Peace in

Macedonia?
In a system of political power sharing " decision-making ideally occurs by consensus.
All major ethnic groups in the country are included in the government, and minorities, especially, are assured influence in policy-making on sensitive issues such as language use and education." (Harris & Reilly 1998: 139) . The international community, including the OSCE, EU and international NGOs, has sought to promote political decentralization of Macedonia as a means of building peace and more equitable relations between Macedonians and Albanians. But, as Lake and Rothchild maintain, political decentralization " is likely to be most stable and effective when there are multiple regions or groups with numerous cross-cutting cleavages and relatively balanced capabilities. That is, decentralization is most viable when no one region or group is sufficiently strong that it is likely to achieve dominance." (Lake & Rothchild 2001: 32) . In Macedonia, however, cross-cutting cleavages are generally lacking, and territorial decentralization is likely to create communities in which either Macedonians or Albanians dominate, not communities where t he power balance between various ethnic groups is symmetrical. Hence, decentralization will simply recreate spheres of political dominance by one group or the other, thus creating new possible arenas for conflict. Any genuine and ethnically inclusive power-sharing arrangement is thus unlikely to be effectively implemented.
VII. Conclusion
This article has sought to highlight some of the problems, inconsistencies and paradoxes plaguing the Framework Agreement, as well as vague institutional provisions whose interpretation may well become subject to future disputes. Further,
it has sought to demonstrate that the implementation of the Agreement is premised on the mistaken assumption that the Macedonian state is strong enough, and possesses the capacity as well as political will, to live up to the provisions of the Agreement in
practice. Yet another problem with the Agreement is that it falls short of its intended purpose of promoting a civic concept of the Macedonian state, an idea that has been Significantly, the Agreement and its supporters (the international community in particular) also fail to take into account two essential factors that condition the prospects for peace and stability in Macedonia, namely, the unresolved issues concerning Kosovo, and widespread organized crime. Without addressing these two factors, the building of sustainable peace and stability in Macedonia is simply unrealistic.
On a final note, as George Schöpflin argues, " democratic nationhood is composed of three key, interdependent elements: civil society, the state and ethnicity. " (2000: 35) .
When civil society and the state are weak, as they are in Macedonia, ethnicity comes to dominate. For peace to be given a serious chance in Macedonia, the Framework Agreement should have included provisions outlining how to strengthen the Macedonian state and civil society. After over ten years of independence, state institutions as well as civil society in Macedonia remain weak, leaving the country and its people vulnerable to ethnic chauvinism and criminal structures, which in turn makes the future of Macedonia very precarious.
